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~ The MAILING DATE of this communication appears on the cover sheet with the correspondence address- 

All claims being allowable, PROSECUTION ON THE MERITS IS (OR REMAINS) CLOSED in this application. If not included 
herewith (or previously mailed), a Notice of Allowance (PTOL-85) or other appropriate communication will be mailed in due course. THIS 
NOTICE OF ALLOWABILITY IS NOT A GRANT OF PATENT RIGHTS. This application is subject to withdrawal from issue at the initiative 
of the Office or upon petition by the applicant. See 37 CFR 1.313 and MPEP 1308. 
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DETAILED ACTION 

Claims 1-23 liave been examined. 

Tine claims are deemed statutory because they would be impractical to perform 
without a computer and are, therefore, tied to a specific machine. 

Reasons for Allowance 

Claims 1-23 are allowed. 

The following is an Examiner's statement of reasons for allowance: Claims 1-23 
are considered allowable since when reading the claims in light of the specification, as 
per MPEP §21 1 1 .01 , none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in 
combination, discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in 
independent claim 1 . Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al.. Improved 
learning in genetic rule-based classifier systems, Systems, Man, and Cybernetics, 1991, 
Decision Aiding for Complex Systems, Conference Proceedings., 1991 IEEE 
International Conference on, vol. 2 13-16 Oct. 1 991 , pp. 1 393 -1 398 (hereinafter, 
referred to as "McAulay, et al.") Teaches inductive classification, but fails to teach: 
A. Applicant's claimed "... classifying objects in a domain dataset using one or 
more data classification models, each of said one or more data classification 
models having a bias..." The prior art of record does not classify program 
"objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Further, it does not specify a 
domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 
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B. Applicant's claimed "...selecting at least one of said one or more data 
classification models based on a meta-feature that characterizes said domain 
data set..." The prior art of record does not use features of features (i.e., meta- 
features.) 

C. Applicant's claimed "...evaluating the performance of said classifying step..." This 
classifying step is done without having modified any bias. 

D. Applicant's claimed "...modifying said bias based on said performance 
evaluation; and..." This claimed modification is performed once and is not 
performed iteratively. 

E. Applicant's claimed "...determining a characterization of an object using one of 
said data classification models having a modified bias, wherein one or more of 
said steps are performed by a hardware device..." The claimed "characterization" 
is distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely different process 
and step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." Further, a 
"modified bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" has been 
claimed to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 8. 
Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 
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A. Applicant's claimed "..■ classifvinq objects in a plurality of domain datasets using 
one of a number of data classification models, each of said data classification 
models having a corresponding bias..." The prior art of record does not classify 
program "objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Further, it does not 
specify a domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...evaluating the performance of each of said domain 
dataset classifications..." This classifying step is done without having modified 
any bias. 

C. Applicant's claimed "...determining a characterization of an object using said 
selected data classification model having a corresponding bias, wherein one or 
more of said steps are performed by a hardware device..." The claimed 
"characterization" is distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely 
different process and step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." 
Further, a "modified bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" 
has been claimed to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 13. 
Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 

A. Applicant's claimed "... classifying objects in said domain dataset using said 
selected data classification model..." The prior art of record does not classify 
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program "objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Furtlier, it does not 
specify a domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...applying an adaptive learning algorithm to said domain 
dataset to select a data classification model based on a meta-feature that 
characterizes said domain data set..." the prior art of record does not use 
features of features (i.e., meta-features.) 

C. Applicant's claimed "...evaluating the performance of said classifying step..." This 
classifying step is done without having modified any bias. 

D. Applicant's claimed "...determining a characterization of an object using said 
selected data classification model having a bias, wherein one or more of said 
steps are performed by a hardware device..." The claimed "characterization" is 
distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely different process and 
step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." Further, a "modified 
bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" has been claimed 
to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 16. 
Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 

A. Applicant's claimed "...classify objects in a domain dataset using a one or more 
data classification models, each of said one or more data classification models 
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having a bias..." Tine prior art of record does not classify program "objects" tliat 
are in an object oriented paradigm. Furtlier, it does not specify a domain dataset, 
as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...selecting at least one of said one or more data 
classification models based on a meta-feature that characterizes said domain 
data set..." The prior art of record does not use features of features (i.e., meta- 
features.) 

C. Applicant's claimed "...evaluate the performance of said classifying step..." This 
classifying step is done without having modified any bias. 

D. Applicant's claimed "...modify said bias based on said performance evaluation; 
and..." This claimed modification is performed once and is not performed 
iteratively. 

E. Applicant's claimed "...determine a characterization of an object using said data 
classification model having a modified bias..." The claimed "characterization" is 
distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely different process and 
step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." Further, a "modified 
bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" has been claimed 
to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 21 . 
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Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 

A. Applicant's claimed "...classify objects in a plurality of domain datasets using one 
of a number of data classification models, each of said data classification models 
having a corresponding bias..." The prior art of record does not classify program 
"objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Further, it does not specify a 
domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...evaluate the performance of each of said domain dataset 
classifications..." This classifying step is done without having modified any bias. 

C. Applicant's claimed "...determine a characterization of an object using said 
selected data classification model having a corresponding bias..." The claimed 
"characterization" is distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely 
different process and step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." 
Further, a "modified bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" 
has been claimed to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 22. 
Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 

A. Applicant's claimed "...classifying objects in a domain dataset using a one or 
more data classification models, each of said one or more data classification 



Application/Control Number: 09/71 3,342 Page 8 

Art Unit: 2129 

models having a bias..." Tine prior art of record does not classify program 
"objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Further, it does not specify a 
domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...selecting at least one of said one or more data 
classification models based on a meta-feature that characterizes said domain 
data set..." The prior art of record does not use features of features (i.e., meta- 
features.) 

C. Applicant's claimed "...modifying said bias based on said performance 
evaluation: and..." This claimed modification is performed once and is not 
performed iteratively. 

D. Applicant's claimed "...determining a characterization of an object using said data 
classification model having a modified bias." The claimed "characterization" is 
distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely different process and 
step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." Further, a "modified 
bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" has been claimed 
to have been modified exactly once. 

Further, none of the references of record, whether taken alone or in combination, 
discloses or suggests the combination of limitations specified in independent claim 23. 
Specifically, the closest prior art of McAulay, et al. teaches inductive classification, but 
fails to teach: 
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A. Applicant's claimed "...classifying objects in a plurality of domain datasets using 
one of a number of data classification models, each of said data classification 
models having a corresponding bias..." The prior art of record does not classify 
program "objects" that are in an object oriented paradigm. Further, it does not 
specify a domain dataset, as opposed to a range data set. 

B. Applicant's claimed "...evaluating the performance of each of said domain 
dataset classifications..." This classifying step is done without having modified 
any bias. 

C. Applicant's claimed "...determining a characterization of an object using said 
selected data classification model having a corresponding bias, wherein one or 
more of said steps are performed by a hardware device." The claimed 
"characterization" is distinguished from the term "classification." It is an entirely 
different process and step with respect to the above claimed "classifying step." 
Further, a "modified bias" in the claimed "model" is claimed to remain. This "bias" 
has been claimed to have been modified exactly once. 

Only to the extent that these features (specifically as defined above) are not 
found in the prior art of record is the present case allowable over the prior art. 



Conclusion 

Any comments considered necessary by Applicant must be submitted no later 
than the payment of the issue fee and, to avoid processing delays, should preferably 
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accompany the issue fee. Sucli submissions sliould be clearly labeled "Comments on 
Statement of Reasons for Allowance." 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Wilbert L. Starks, Jr. whose telephone number is (571) 
272-3691 . 

Alternatively, inquiries may be directed to the following: 

S. P. E. Jeffrey A. Gaffin (571) 272-4146 

Official (FAX) (571)273-8300 

/Wilbert L. Starks, Jr./ 

Primary Examiner, Art Unit 2129 



WLS 

14 MAR 2011 



